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The criticisms made upon this transaction both at the
time and afterwards make it necessary to state two
matters which are so familiar to every lawyer that I
cannot understand how the managers of the impeachment
of Hastings and those who tried to get Impey impeached
could successfully affect ignorance of them.

The first is that in the common course of business when
an affidavit is sworn, even in a judicial proceeding, the
person before whom it is sworn never knows its contents.
He has as little to do with it as the attesting witness of
a will or deed has to do with the contents of the docu-
ment which he attests. To blame a man for swearing an
affidavit in a language of which the person before whom
it is sworn is ignorant, is as absurd as to blame a man for
witnessing a will written in a language which he does not
know. All that the judge or l commissioner has to do is
to satisfy himself that the deponent swears that the
contents of his affidavit, whatever they may be, are true.
All that he need know of the deponent's language is
enough of it to ask him if the matter of his affidavit is
true and to give him the oath. Persian, and perhaps
Hindustani, were all that was required for this purpose
in regard of these affidavits, and Impey 2 said before the
House of Lords, " I understood the Hindustani language
" much more than for such a purpose, both Hindustani
" and Persian much more than for such a purpose/'3 Mr.
Shakspeare, the Chief of Dacca, said that he had heard
Impey te speak with some fluency both in Persian and in

1 Affidavits are now sworn almost always before Commissioners. The
first judicial act I ever performed was to swear Lord Justice Lush to
an affidavit. What it was about I have not, and never had, the faintest
idea. I do not recollect that any other affidavit was ever sworn before
me.

*2 Shorthand notes, p. 646.               3 Reports of Committees, v. 395.